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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Felipe Mendez pled guilty to possession of a controlled substance pursuant to North
Carolina v. Alford, 400 U.S. 25 (1970), reserving his right to appeal from the district court’s
denial of his motion to suppress. Mr. Mendez now appeals from the district court’s order of
probation on withheld judgment, arguing the district court erred in denying his motion to
suppress because the officer’s decision to transport him to jail to be booked and released on a
misdemeanor was unlawful, making the purported misdemeanor arrest a prolonged detention that
violated his rights under the Fourth Amendment of the United States Constitution.

Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings
Mr. Mendez was driving a silver GMC truck, when he was pulled over for having a
broken tail light and improperly signaling a lane change. (Tr., p.12, L.9 – p.13, L.13.) Officer
Heinrich testified that when he was speaking with Mr. Mendez, he smelled marijuana and
observed a marijuana cigarette. (Tr., p.14, L.8 – p.15, L.4.) A subsequent search of Mr. Mendez’
truck revealed, among other things, a bag of marijuana. (Tr., p.20, Ls.4-15, p.23, L.12 – p.24,
L.11.) Officer Heinrich arrested Mr. Mendez for misdemeanor possession of a controlled
substance, and transported him to the Canyon County Jail, where he intended to “book and
release him.” (R., p.65; Tr., p.25, L.19 – p.26, L.2, p.27, Ls.12-13.) When Mr. Mendez exited the
police vehicle at the jail, a plastic bag containing a small amount of methamphetamine fell to the
ground. (R., pp.9-10, 65; State’s Ex. 1, at 23:20:09-23:23:20.)
The State charged Mr. Mendez by Information with felony possession of a controlled
substance and felony destruction, alteration, or concealment of evidence. (R., pp.35-37.)
Mr. Mendez filed a motion to suppress the methamphetamine found at the jail, arguing he was
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subjected to a prolonged seizure that was unlawful under the Fourth Amendment of the United
States Constitution when he was transported to jail to be booked and released on the
misdemeanor charge. (R., pp.45-51.) He argued the officer was “usurping judicial authority to
determine bail” when he decided to book and release him, making the misdemeanor arrest
unlawful, and transforming it into a prolonged detention. (R., p.49.) The State filed an objection
to Mr. Mendez’s motion. (R., pp.58-61.) At the suppression hearing, the parties submitted
stipulated facts to the district court for purposes of the motion. (R., pp.64-66; Tr., p.5, Ls.11-25.)
The parties also stipulated to the admission of a video recording from Officer Heinrich’s on-body
camera. (Tr., p.6, Ls.3-11.)
The district court denied Mr. Mendez’ motion to suppress. (R., pp.68-74.) Mr. Mendez
then entered into an agreement with the State, pursuant to which he agreed to enter a conditional
guilty plea pursuant to North Carolina v. Alford, 400 U.S. 25 (1970), reserving his right to
appeal from the district court’s denial of his motion to suppress. (Tr., p.53, Ls.10-19, p.61, Ls.710; R., pp.77-92.) In exchange, the State agreed to dismiss the charge of felony destruction,
alteration, or concealment of evidence, and to recommend probation. (R., pp.77-92.) The district
court sentenced Mr. Mendez to a withheld judgment, and placed him on probation for a period of
three years. (Tr., p.70, Ls.9-18; R., p.105.) The order of probation on withheld judgment was
entered on December 4, 2018, and Mr. Mendez filed a timely notice of appeal on December 5,
2018. (R., pp.105-14.)
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ISSUE
Did the district court err in denying Mr. Mendez’ motion to suppress?
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ARGUMENT
The District Court Erred In Denying Mr. Mendez’ Motion To Suppress
A.

Introduction
Mindful of the lack of legal authority supporting his position, Mr. Mendez contends the

district court erred in denying his motion to suppress because the officer’s decision to transport
him to jail to be booked and released on a misdemeanor was unlawful, making the purported
misdemeanor arrest actually a prolonged detention that violated his rights under the Fourth
Amendment of the United States Constitution.

B.

Standard Of Review
“In reviewing a district court order granting or denying a motion to suppress evidence,

the standard of review is bifurcated.” State v. Purdum, 147 Idaho 206, 207 (2009) (citation
omitted). “This Court will accept the trial court’s findings of fact unless they are clearly
erroneous. However, this Court may freely review the trial court’s application of constitutional
principles in light of the facts found.” Id. (citations omitted). “At a suppression hearing, the
power to assess the credibility of witnesses, resolve factual conflicts, weigh evidence, and draw
factual inferences is vested in the trial court.” State v. Aguirre, 141 Idaho 560, 562 (Ct. App.
2005) (citations omitted).

C.

Officer Heinrich’s Decision to “Book and Release” Mr. Mendez Transformed What
Would Have Been A Lawful Arrest Into An Unlawful Detention
The Fourth Amendment of the United States Constitution prohibits unreasonable searches

and seizures. U.S. Const., amend. IV. Mr. Mendez argued in the district court that he was
unlawfully seized within the meaning of the Fourth Amendment because he was subjected to a
prolonged detention, rather than a lawful arrest, when Officer Heinrich decided to book and
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release him. (R., p.49.) Mr. Mendez argued the fact that Officer Heinrich could have lawfully
arrested him “does not cure the illegal nature of continuing to detain [him] and transporting him
to the jail,” because he lacked the legal authority to book and release him. (R., pp.49-50.)
The district court rejected Mr. Mendez’ argument, concluding Officer Heinrich had
probable cause to arrest Mr. Mendez and the arrest was thus not an unlawful prolonged
detention. (R., p.73.) In arriving at this conclusion, the district court recognized that book and
release “may not be judicially efficient and [may] pose incredible complications for the arrestee,”
but concluded it was not an illegal procedure. (R., p.72.)
Mindful of the lack of legal authority supporting his position, Mr. Mendez argues the
district court erred in concluding “book and release” is a legal procedure. He contends the court
alone is vested with the statutory authority to release a person on his own recognizance or set an
amount of bail. See I.C. § 19-2904 (“The court may release a person on his own recognizance or
set an amount of bail, and may impose any conditions of release.”) Here, the court did not make
the decision to release Mr. Mendez. Instead, the decision was made by Officer Heinrich. Because
he lacked the statutory authority to release Mr. Mendez, the officer’s purported arrest of
Mr. Mendez was unlawful. The district court erred in concluding Mr. Mendez was not subjected
to an illegal detention and thus erred in denying his motion to suppress.
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CONCLUSION
Mr. Mendez respectfully requests that the Court vacate his withheld judgment, reverse
the district court’s order denying his motion to suppress, and remand this case to the district
court for further proceedings.
DATED this 21st day of May, 2019.
/s/ Andrea W. Reynolds
ANDREA W. REYNOLDS
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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